
constructed, and operated. Why would straying be any wocse than with DCC? (I ashram DCC will be
To: Ron Ott c~d ~ ~is =It ~e ~x~l ~,~ ~ ~o ~a ~o~h ~ ~

¯ What about bcncft of closing DCC (k~-ps smolt= in Sacram~to R rather than in Central and Soutbem
Delta)? This wo~ld be especially benofloial to vdnter

From: Tom Cannon ¯ Tberevlcwteamover-empK~Lz~ltheexteata~l~ect=oflowerf~owbelowHoodinSacrame=tto
P3ver, Thee flow red~ctio~s would be =mall comp~-ed to ~ hi~ exist~g tidal exeh=~s through the

Subject: Comments and Questions on DEFT Issues and Impacts D~C. Net do~ ~=Wort =ho=~t ~ove be~,wt~ DCC.~ o~ = ~ ~be~,~-~ t~
DCC and Hood. Flow would be similar if’not higher than ~ 60’s dae to ~ew water ~t

Report - June 25, 1998 Draft ~c~,~ (e.g., ~ r~ flo~). F~or~, t~ flo,~ =~ ~e =dm dowa=~ flo. a t~ of
= conc=~ (~ Io~ as it do= not change moth =~1 remaim po=~ive).

¯ Entrdtm’~nt loses at r.ew scr~�~ =hould be m.~ch lower than "ea~aimt=~tt 1o=" to Delta t~ro~h
DCC. F~rmore, ~ fish ~ould not be lost (Bale= mec~ic=lly dar~aged by ~ or ~o~t to

¯ high p~lat~a r=== i= ~ront of~-~). Scree~ shoaktbe cormmctedto elim~=t~ d=~=~ =~l
Summary Comments ,r~= p~=tor h=bi=, ~.~ have o=.

¯ Row can the~ m~or effects take =way one-half of t~e ~ benefit= oft~e Co~mo~ Pro~’~?
¯ What about the =d~d bereft of’k~us S.tc~tm¢~ ~]moa Bett~ J~o Ce~-a] =t~l So~x~’~ DcP, a? ]>]us¯ Therevlewteamsunderemphasizedthepotentialbenefitsofthe

Common Program actions, particularly those of the ERPP. This tends water ent~iag from the Mokelunme wonkl ~lace S~c w~r ~ok~g u;m~tm towa~t pumps
to make Air I and 2 look much worse than the Common Program Sherman
alternative, when as a minimum they should have only minor effects. ¯ Wh=t =bout tbe benefits of Old River setb=ck levees and new fish soreea =z*d pump =radon at entrance

to CCF?
¯ Tbere zre =iso potential benefit= to m’~v =torzge (see New Storage).                                                ~’--

. Alternatives cannot be woree than Common Programs. Actions from
other components (e.g., storage and coveyance, etc.) must be fully Air 3
mitigated. ¯ A~ why ,o t>~efts owr commo,

¯ The review teams overemphasized impacts of Air 2 and ¯ (s=no commie= =bout below Hood flows ,bove.)
underemphasized beneflts of AIt 2 features. This tends to make AIt 3 ¯ Th¢revi¢wteamconc~adesthattbeH~dg¢e¢nsimPact~and~werfl~wsbe~wH~dar¢similarto
look much better than Alt 2.

i~o~t= ~11�~t by ~mo~ diver~iom from CCF a~d Tracy - how can dds be?
¯ What about benefits of=lleviating =11 negative Qw~st and other Central and Sou~ Delta flows? This

should be ~ than Aft 2, which in tm’n should be better than Comm~ Program only.
Sacramento Salmon . Again, new storage could pote~lly add to lh~e be~aefit=.

I
Common Programs                                                                     San Joaquin Salmon                                                        I
¯ The review team ~:ogniz~d benefit= of new habitat, improved flows, ~md r~luced diversion k~us~ in

Delta, but ~ to dowdily ~ ~ of~ potoadzl be~fi~. Common Programs
¯ Didnotmeetkmbenefi~ofmdtw, edcontaminaats, chang~inharvestsUateg~s. ¯ Whyonlya+l;n~habitag wouild~ottbebeneft=ofan~wscreens~tematCCF/Tr~cy;n~v

¯ Why no added b~efit= over Corranon Prog~ms? Whywo~ld~’tnewg’reononCCFintakebea Air1
s~-tandal be~’~ft? Don’t stud~ i~dic=e = large predation k~ within t~ CCF? OK

New Storage                                                                              New Storage
¯ W~negadveeffectotnewstor=ge? Shou|d~’titbeatleast~oefl~ctor=$llghtpositive? New ¯ Why~obet~ft=a~why~-gadve? New storage w~ll allow redaci~g diversion= that wou]d effect SJ

storage will ~l]ow water to be divert~i =t times wbere t~ere would be less im~tct=, plus wa~r c=n be ~ at key times oftbe y~ar. (See cormr~nts above.)
releasvd to pxovlde benefit~ to salmon. Omundwa~" storage in wet yea~ will reduce demands from
rivers and s~nge h~ dO" ye~z’s.

A~ 2

Aft 2
¯ Tbe review toam o,n~-emphasized tbe effect= of ~be Hood screen and htdder on stntying and migration

delays ofadul~ sslmon. T~’e is no reason to believe in effectiw la~" system could not be designed,



Air3
¯ What atmut fi~e added benefi~ o f new barriers and improved charmel hyd~adics and flow directi<m?

Delta Smelt

Common Program
¯ What abo~t spring flow improvemems?
¯ bnFov~l chaaael hydraalics?
¯ B~e~ of new tidal wt~q~nds?
¯ Rcdaclng coatamina~?

Art 1
¯ Why does benefit decline from Common Prngram in wet year? Do ~ Old Rivet harrier, new flsh

screen, aad ~oush l~ha channel improvc~a~ take away o~�-half the ~fits of the

New Storage
¯ New s~rnge should provide addidonal benefits by allowing diversion redactions at key ~hne~ and in

Air 2
¯ Why negative? Because of ~ew coaveyam~? Are new barriers that roach of a problem? Won’t new

conveyance reduce the extent of negative Q~est h lower San 3o~quin?
¯ What about all the new habitat in tha north Delia (Moke|urrme chaane| setbacks and flooded is~)?

AR3
¯ What about all the new habitat in the noah Delta (M~kekanae chaane! setbacLs and flooded islands)?
¯ 0~ha’~Ase I ngr~.

Striped Bass

Common Program                                                                                                                                                        t’~
¯ Th~ r~view t~am und~estimated bcne~ns of new habitat.
¯ Wl~ about bea~ts ofaew swing flows?

Art 1

A/t2
¯ Whyaegative? Barricrs only affect Otd and Middle Rive~ flows ncgatively. What about Qwest

bcneflts in lower San Joaqu~n? Hew fish screen at CCF?
¯ What about benefits of much new habitat in C~.tral aad no~he~ Delta.?

AIt3
¯ What about bec~flts ofrrmch new habitat in Cenual and amlham Delta?


